
TIVERTON CHARTER REVIEW COMMISSION 
Regular meeting minutes: March 12, 2008 

 
 

1: Call to order 
 
Chair Cecil Leonard called the meeting to order at 7:02 PM at the Tiverton Town Hall 
 
Members present: Laura Epke, Richard Joslin, Frank Marshall, Ray Medeiros, Bob Koohy,  
Diane Harris   Absent: Deb Pallasch, Stanley Zeramby 
 
2:  Approval of minutes 
 
 Minutes for March 5, 2008 were approved by all present.  
 
3. Public Input 
   
Mr. Alan Cruickshank of Leonard Drive, Tiverton expressed concerns about the grand 
committee concept.  Thought having town council approve total budget would be a better 
alternative. 
 
Ms. Sue Anderson of Main Road, Tiverton supported  the town council approving budget 
because they had a broader input from town residents. Express view that the charter should 
be modified to allow property owners of Tiverton real estate to be allowed to vote on the 
budget even if they were not registered voters in Tiverton. 
 
Ms. Anderson advocated for the addition of an advisory historical preservation commission to 
the charter.  Please see attached written comments provided by Ms. Anderson.   
 
Mr. Garry Plunkett of Indian Point Road, Tiverton speaking on his own behalf supported the 
addition of an advisory historical preservation commission to the charter.  He cited the fact 
that such a commission would have the ability to apply for grants to do research about 
Tivertons’ history.  He went on to give an example of how such a commission would help in 
the preservation and documentation of the history of the old 8 Rod Way.  That portion of 
Tiverton; which contains some “cellar holes” and remains of foundations,  was transferred 
from Massachusetts to Rhode Island in 1743 , but all the land records are still in Taunton, 
MA.  If a historical preservation commission existed it could apply for a grants to do records 
search’s and some field work about this area. 
 
No one else present wished to make comments. 
 
Chairman closed the public input portion of the meeting.  
 
4. Commission discussion of 1/16/08 working document and FTM alternative 
 
Extensive discussion on FTM alternative ensued:  Please see attached memo from Ms. 
Laura Epke. 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
Working document actions: 
 
Laura Epke made a motion to add removal of section 905, industrial park commission ect., 
from the charter to the working document.  Cecil Leonard seconded motion.  Frank Marshall 
no, all others present yes. Motion passed. 
 
Cecil Leonard made motion to remove item 3, non binding referendum provision, from 
working document.  Second by Richard Joslin.  Motion passed with 5 yes, Frank Marshall no 
and Bob Koohy abstaining. 
 
Cecil Leonard made a motion to remove item 6, “quarterly meeting of the minds” from the 
working document. Seconded by Richard Joslin.  Passed unanimously. 
 
Laura Epke made a motion to remove item 7, yearly briefing about open meeting, ect from 
Town Solicitor, from the working document. Second by Richard Joslin.  Passed unanimously.  
 
 
5. Adjournment 

 
The Commission’s March 12, 2008 regular meeting was adjourned at 9:57 PM. 
 
Minutes recorded and compiled by Cecil Leonard, Chairman. 



ATTACHMENT : 
 
 
TO: Fellow Charter Review Commission Members 
FROM: Laura Epke 
DATE: March 7, 2008 
RE: Grand Committee Questions 
 
After the commission’s vote last Wednesday to move forward with the Grand Committee option, I got 
to thinking more about just how this option would work (i.e., the details of the process).  Placing 
myself in the role of Devil’s Advocate, I put together the following questions with the hope that those 
voting in favor of the option might reconsider their decision.   
My over-arching concerns continue to be that as far as I know, this option is untested – not vetted to 
use the term of this political season, and, is this really the best option of the 7 discussed for 
appropriating $40 million dollars in monies.  I am not confident in our ability to think of and address 
all the potential pitfalls inevitable with a brand new concept – if, in fact, this is a new concept.  It 
would be very helpful to discover if there is another town/community that successfully employs this 
process to appropriate monies. 
So, on to my Devil’s Advocate questions.  Keep in mind that these are just the few that I came up with 
in a short timeframe.  I have to think that, when given a broader debate, many more questions/issues 
will crop up. 

1. Grand Committee (GC) budget education – The weight of making final budget decisions is 
considerable, to say the least.  In order to make responsible decisions, the GC will want to be fully 
informed on each budget line item – particularly budgets outside of the individual’s immediate 
concerns (i.e., School reps, Treasurer, Town Clerk). 

a. Will the GC be given the authority to call town department heads & volunteer committee 
chairs for testimony to validate their budgets?  Note that if the answer is yes, this will be the 
third time that the individuals will have been before a body to discuss their rationale.  For 
example, the police chief will have appeared before the Council, before the Budget 
Committee (BC) and now again before the GC. 

b. Will GC members be expected to attend all town budget meetings (e.g., Council, School 
and BC)?  Or, will time be added to the Charter’s budget process timeline to enable GC 
members to become fully informed on the entire budget. 

c. How likely is it that a majority of the GC will overturn recommendations because a critical 
piece of evidence given in the past was forgotten, mislaid, or absent?  As noted above, dep’t 
heads, committee chairs and concerned electors will need to attend yet another series of 
budget meetings to ensure that the GC is fully informed on their budget concerns. 

d. Will adding this body to the budget process encourage dep’t heads/committee 
chairs/electors to argue again for budget items that the Council/Admin and BC had turned 
down (i.e., 3 bites at the apple)? 

e. What is the likelihood of the GC spending a great deal of time re-hashing contentious items 
debated (at length) in prior committee budget meetings? 

f. How much time would need to be added to the Charter’s budget process timeline for this re-
education process?  Remember, time must be allocated for the referendum fail-safe. 



 
2. Voting independence of Committee/Council representatives – Do the representatives vote as 

their respective bodies recommend?  Or, do they vote their own conscience?  Consider the 
following scenario: 

After Grand Committee (GC) discussion of a particular budget line item, the two Budget 
Committee (BC) reps concur with Council GC reps to vote against a previous Budget 
Committee recommendation.   
Are the BC reps free to vote against the vote of the Budget Committee?   
Or, do they need to go back to the Budget Committee for approval? 
Now complicate this scenario by a reasonable assumption that the Budget Committee’s 
recommendation on this particular budget line item was not unanimous and that one or two of 
the GC reps (from the BC) did not vote on the prevailing side.  Will there be rules that govern 
how to reconcile individual opinions vs. the recommendations of their committee? 

If it is the expectation that GC Council/Committee reps will have the authority to act as 
independent agents – that is, not be required to vote as their respective groups recommend, then; 

a. Is the rep’s GC authority consistent with the authority given them in their elected position? 
b. How will voters know which committee members will have the added 

authority/responsibilities?  If the reps have independent authority to vote on the 
appropriation of funds, shouldn’t they be elected not appointed?  How can voters hold the 
reps accountable for a job if they were not elected to that job? 

c. How will School Committee (SC) reps resolve conflicts between what’s best for education 
(their primary elected responsibility) vs. what’s best for the town?  If GC rep is not 
designated on a ballot, how will voters know which SC candidate will be approving 
municipal budget items? 

If not the expectation that GC Council/Committee reps will have the authority to act as 
independent agents, and reps are required to vote as their respective body recommends, then; 

d. Will reps be given the time/ability to re-discuss previous decisions with their body and hold 
new votes?  

e. How will reps be empowered to initiate reconsideration of committee recommendations in 
cases where the reps did not vote on the prevailing side?  Will new Charter language over-
rule Robert’s Rules. 

f. Will the School Committee be expected to make municipal budget recommendations?  Or, 
will SC reps be restricted to voting only on the School budget? 

g. How much time should be added to the Charter’s budget process timeline for this 
reconciliation process?  Remember that time must be allocated for the referendum. 

3. School Committee conflicts – By law, the SC’s primary responsibility is education.   
a. RI General Law (RIGL) sets forth procedures by which the SC presents budgets to the 

“appropriating authority”.  Under RIGL, does the SC (or reps) have the authority to 
appropriate monies?  Can members of the SC legally vote to appropriate monies for the SC 
budget? 

b. Again, how will School Committee reps resolve conflicts between what’s best for education 
vs. what’s best for the town? 



4. Convincing voters Ð Grand Committee is best option – Given the complexity and the “newness” 
of this option, just a few questions that voters in November may raise. 

a. “Why are there 2 School Committee reps?  I think there shouldn’t be any.”  “Why the Town 
Clerk?  Why do I want the Clerk voting on the School budget?”  Innumerable permutations 
of these questions can be expected.  Inevitably, some voters will reject this option because 
of opinions on the GC composition – not on whether it’s a better process than the FTM. 

b. “Why only Tiverton?”  Many strong arguments will need to be marshaled together to 
convince voters that Tiverton should be the only town in RI to use this process. 

c. “Couldn’t a majority of the Grand Committee join together and override Council priorities 
& policies?  Didn’t I elect Council members to make those decisions?”  

d. “Is it really necessary to add another layer of bureaucracy to the process?  Doesn’t it just 
create more opportunities for back-room political shenanigans?”  

e. Department heads – “Why should I have to explain to three different bodies what my 
financial requests are for next year? I have a job to do.” 


